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.sanctioning retirement should be quoted and the reasons for it
specified. This would certainly prevent any misunderstanding
that inefficiency was the sole reason for not granting extension.
4.    On the other side of the picture,   the  Government of the
Punjab while favouring the   amendment   on  the proposed lines,
pointed out that ordinarily an officer's   efficiency  decreased after
he had attained the age of 35.    The same idea was   expressed by
the Chief Commissioner   of   Delhi   when   he remarked that the
officers at the age of 55 retained little initiative or activity.   Natu-
rally several amendments to   Article   459   were suggested both in
the interest of the   efficiency   of   the   public services and with a
view to prevent blocks in promotion.
5.    The Government of the   Punjab   would choose to distin-
guish between   ministerial offices and others.    An   officer   of the
former kind might be retired at  55   or retained if   his continued
unflagging efficiency warranted, while an  officer of the latter kind
should be retired at 55 or might be kept on only under the conditions
of the efficient discharge of his duties and   the  desirability of his
retention   of public grounds. The Government of Burma thought
that the addition to the non-effective charges was a small   matter
in comparison with the efficiency of the public service, and that the
discretion of the Local   Government   ought not to be fettered by
any general principles such as those contained in clause (b) of the
Article. The opinion of the Punjab and Central Provinces Govern-
ments inclined in the same direction, and the   Government of the
United Provinces also laid emphasis   on the question of efficiency
consistent with the claims of economy.
6.    The Government of the Central Provinces further sugges-
ted that the rule should   be   worked   with  discretion in order to
avoid, on the one hand, the   premature   loss   to  the State of the
valuable experience of a really efficient officer, and on  the  other,
the needless retention of an officer who had outgrown the period
of efficiency which retentionjwould be detrimental to the proposals
of junior officers.    The Government of Bihar and Orissa thought
on identical lines with   those   of   the   Central Provinces.    The
Government of the Punjab expected that the standard of efficiency
by which retention was to be decided in the case   of non-ministe-
rial officers should be above the standard  required   in lower ap-
pointments. Again the provision requiring reasons to be recorded
was considered to be very embarrassing, and so, some of the pro-
vinces, viz., Central Provinces and Coorg would  recommend the
omission of it.
7.  ^ Certain ambiguities in the wording   of   the Article were
also pointed out.    With a view to avoid them the Government of
-.the Central Provinces offered the suggestion that every   extension